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This memo is to document a meeting between EPA, United Park C i t y Mines (UPCM), and the
U t a h Department of Environmental Quali ty (UDEQ) held at EPA in Denver on 3 / 2 / 9 9 . The
mee t ing was a t t e n d e d by:
Matthew Cohn ENF-L
Greg Phoebe E N F - T
J i m C h r i s t i a n s e n EPR-SR
Norval S c h o e n h a l s EPR-SR
Brad J o h n s o n UDEQ
H a n k Rothwel l CEO, U P C M
Kerry Gee VP, U P C M
K e v i n Murray Environmental counsel, U P C M
J i m F r i c k e Consu l tan t t o U P C M
C o n s u l t a n t f r o m W e s t o n Engineering
The meeting was he ld at the request of Kevin Murray to d i s cu s s a p o s s i b l e agreement to p e r f o r m
i n v e s t i g a t i o n s , remediate , and d e v e l o p the Richardson Flat s T a i l i n g s S i t e . U P C M has expre s s ed
interest in d e v e l o p i n g the site as a 27 hole g o l f course.
H a n k summarized U P C M ' s deve l opment concerns a n d interest s . T h e c on su l tan t s pre s ented some
technical i n f o r m a t i o n de s cr ib ing condi t i on s at the site. T h e r e was also some d i s cu s s i on
concerning the nature of a p o s s i b l e agreement and the type of processes available (removal or
r e m e d i a l ) .
U P C M stated the f o l l o w i n g po int s:

U P C M des ire s an e x p e d i t e d proce s s and would l ik e to avoid a c o s t l y RI/FS. No set times
have been e s t a b l i s h e d , but it would be de s irab l e to have work sub s t an t ia l ly c o m p l e t e d
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b e f o r e the 2002 Olympic s . T h e y have l imited f inanc ia l resources and, thus, it is impor tant
for them to be able to r ed ev e l op as part of the remediat ion process.
N e g o t i a t i o n s will f a i l i f EPA a t t e m p t s to f i n a l i z e the site on the NPL; however, U P C M
unders tands EPA cannot give written agreement not to do so.
U P C M seeks a r e l i e f f r o m l i a b i l i t y for the s i te; however, they are currently unclear how
best to pursue this. UPCM also seeks the site to be archived ro removed from C E R C L I S .

EPA stated th e f o l l o w i n g po in t s :
EPA cannot make an agreement with U P C M NOT to go f i n a l on the NPL. T h i s ensures
EPA is able to access remedial action f u n d s if needed in the fu tur e . However, we have no
immedia t e p l a n s or intent ions to go f i n a l . EPA under s tand s that any a t t empt to f i n a l i z e the
site on the NPL will l i k e ly result in a breakdown of negotiations.
EPA wil l a t t empt to work with U P C M to e x p e d i t e and s i m p l i f y whatever proce s s is
chosen; however, certain requirements must be met under the law which may prevent
U P C M f r o m moving as e x p e d i t i o u s l y as des ired.

• EPA acknowl edge s that a great deal of i n f o r m a t i o n is a lready ava i lab l e to characterize the
site. T h i s wi l l encourage quicker c o m p l e t i o n of an RI. EPA al so a cknowl edge s that given
the current i n f o r m a t i o n , the p r o p o s e d scenario seems reasonable and at trac t ive to E P A .
However, EPA is unable to give any assurances to that end except through a l ega l
agreement. UDEQ concurred on this general izat ion and added the Utah V o l u n t a r y
Cleanup Program would not a p p l y to this site at the present time.
EPA sugge s t s that the remedial proces s is the most a c c e p t a b l e proce s s to begin a d d r e s s i n g
the S i t e . T h i s wil l a l l ow more " f inal iza t i on" with respect to PRP l i a b i l i t y than the removal
proces s . T h i s also a l l ows cons iderat ion of fu tur e land use when evaluating c l eanup
s t a n d a r d s . Des igna t i on of f u t u r e land use (with no r e s i d e n t i a l ) will make the RI/FS
proce s s more s i m p l e and c l eanup s t a n d a r d s le s s s t r ingent .
EPA will research how f i n a l i t y is achieved with a P R O P O S E D NPL site. Will the site be
NFRAPd? S h o u l d we go f i n a l on the NPL ONLY to d e l e t e the site f r o m the N P L ?

No agreements were reached but it appear s the discuss ion will move forward. I agreed to work
with Kerry Gee to more fully e xp l o r e EPA requirements for p r e p a r a t i o n of a p o s s i b l e RI work
p l a n and AOC to conduct an RI/FS.


